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ABSTRACT . -t • ' ' 

In order to det*er mine -the academic success rate 'of 
New Jersey community college tra^i3f.er atud'entq 3t r.e_aelying ^senior 
institution's in New Jersey^ statewide transfer ^iata were 'exaiiined for- 
1^S23 full-time transfer juniors in the 1974-75 school year.^ Transfer 
st4idents e^arne.d a grade point average (GPA) of 2*8 prior to transfer^ 
compared with 2.9, foi their, junior 'year. By th^ ^nd of theif junior 
year^r transfers tad earned* a 3*0 GPA at public ^aid ar 2*9 .GPA^«t ^ . 
independent cgllegesr compared wit'h a* 2*9 a3id/2*8y respectively^ for ^ 
non-transfcer ort**native" students. Three* year ' cumulative GPA avefag.ed 
2«.8 foi: both-native and transfer studjefcts at public and private 
colleges*- Examination of junior ^year GP51 distributions ^ for transfers 
revealed that 11% earnecf less thac^ 2*0^ 481% earned a GPA between 2.0 
and 2.9r and 41% averaged a 3.0 to 4.0 GPA. In additionr ^3% of those 
transfer students who had been .gradtated with a twb-year college GPA 
between .2.0. and ,2.4^ ^and 98^ who ;^veraged betneen"^ 3 .-S. and 4\0^ earned 
better than a *2^.0 in the receiving institution^ Credits attempted 
during, .spring 1975 at public four-year colleges averaged 15. 4^ with* 
an average of 15.0 credit ^ earii.ed,. leaving a credit difference of .4; 
a similar pattern was observed during tUe second semester of the 
junior f^e^r^ at laJtle pendent senior institutions^ indicating 
, satisfactory ^completion of most 'course worfc. (RT) 
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THE -ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT OF TWO-YEAR CQLLEGE 
GRADUATES IN NEW JERSEY FOUR-YEAR COLLEGES 



^SUMMAR'Y 



New Jersey two-year colleges .h^ve opened alternative routes 
to the baccalaureate degree for many who choose to pursue the 
first two years. of study close to home, at a relatLveiy .low cost. 
Until recently, however, assessments of the effectiveness of this 
avenue of access have depended upon infeffences from isolated and 
exceptional cases. - • 

This i^eport presents" the- resiUtS' of the first systt^tic ' 
attempt' by the , Department of Higher Education to aijswer the ^ ' 
qusstion: How do two-year. college graduates perform academically 
in the four-year co-lleges to which they transfer^ While the 
study is limited by some-inconpletene^S^^n' the data, in the main" 
^it supports several major findings: , 

I. As "a gro\:tp~, graduates_pf New Jersey" tiwc^yeair" ~ . • ' 
'colleges perform as well in the four-year 
' institutions as the students who enrbiifed 

there as freshmen. * This finding -is based -on 

the following points : - . . 

* a. 'The grade point averages ((^As) '^of ' 

' ' . , transfer graduates in their junior 

year Gon?)ared favorably with the 
CPAs of native juniors, and 

b* Approximately 89% of the transfer ' 
• students holding associate degrees 
had earned at least a' ^C* "avterage 
(2.0) by the end of their junior 
year* - . : ' 

2* JU. though preliminary data suggested^thiit t^o-year, 
college studients experience a mild dpop in grade 
point average -^oae. semester after transfer — the '1, 
'so-called "transfer shock, -r- further auialysis 
^] indicated that approxiinately as many students ^ - 

siiow increases in GPA ^fter transfer as decrQ.ases; - *\ 

3* Better academic performance at the two-year 
colleges tended to. enhance one's chances of 
success at the four-year college. For exanple. 



♦However, performance differences exist among students graduating 
.from different two-year colleges and among .groups attending various 
four-year colleges. 



83% of transfer students, graduating with a^ 
cui^ulative GPA, between 2.0 and 2. '4 jat the two- 
year colleges earned a g.O .or 'greater in th§ir 
junior year at; the four-year colleger 98% of 
two-year cpllege graduates transferring with 
between a 3.5 and 4.0 qumulative GPA ^earned a 
2.-0 or higher. ^ ** 

It is feasiJble to establish a statewide system 
•for the pooling of information on the academic 
performance of two-year college transfer stu- 
dents in the four-year .colleges • auoh infor- 
mation .already has assisted both the iniStitutions 
and, the Department of Higher 1Bduca[tion 'in deter- 
mining the ability of the two-year colleges to 
provide viable avenues of access to education 
beyond the assbciate degree. Nonethelesa/ if 
the data- sharing^ system is 'to be effective over 
the longer term/ il: must be siii5)lified appreci- 
ably. ' / " 



'I. /'INTRODUCTION 

The establishment of /the community college as an institution^ 
of expanding educational .opportunity is among the more significant 
•developments in^ tw^tietn century American higher education. * 
Since the passage^ of itfs enabling legislation in '1962, the New^ 
Jersey 'community college has accommodated increasing, nundsers of 
students v^o, for financial, academic, socioeconomic, geographic, 
and other reasons did not previously have access to a college 
education.* More specifically, the Community colleges have opened 
avenues to' occupational training, remedial services^,, adult and 
continuing- education, axid the first two ye2u:s of college for 
those aspiring to the baccalaureate and beyond. 

,.As the community college concept gained ^accept^ce and. the 
numbers of students transferring t& a four-year college grew^ 
replresentatives of both the New ^Jersey Depairtmont of Higher 
Ed^g^tiojx _and t he county colleges^ recQgnized the need to assess- 
outputs ~ind to identify pfbblems encountered by students who 
transferred to a senior institution. As a result, ^ statewide 

. Transfer Articulation Steering Committee, conprising, represen- 
tatives of ail New Jersey colleges, was established in 1974. 

^ The Committee^ d^cided^ that, three major' questions should b^ 
addressed: (1) How many students transfer, where do they come 
from, 'and where do^they go?S'^(2) What barriers do transfer 



/ PHE Iteseardh^i^port #76-^1 provided information on the numbers 
•*'of students ttfansf erring from two- to four-yejso: tfdlleges in New^ 
j;Jersey in 1973!^ and 1974^ f^An updated report, to "include niambers 
Vtfran^ferring .ih' 1975, 1976, and projections for Fall 1977, is in 

'Preparation. ' ' : v. ' < > 



students encounter-?^; and (3) How do two-year polle.ge graduates 
pexform aca^inically jLn,the 1ESt£r-ye-a*--coJfi-efe^ , This report; is , 
an initial ^sponse to the third question concerning academic 
success .of tfransfer students. — ~ , 



A.- Stateiaeht of) the Problem 



• ^f.traditibns of autonomy and local (Control that charac- 
terize highef ei^cation institutions, have resulted in closely 
guarded prerogatives in matters of adndssions policies and cur- 
. iculum development. :Yet, a statewide coramitmenj: in New Jersey 
to an open dial<^gue concerning the problems of transfer students 
has had positive effect. According to representatives of the 
annual Trafisferl Clearinghouise, all associate degree- graduates of • 
approved transfer curri^xila- who sought to enter the upper ~ 
division of a New Jersey four-ye^r college in -the last six years 
have been accommodated, -indicating that one fundamental ■ 
condition of access^-the opportilhity to enroll— has been met. . 
However, access must be more ^an.the opportunity to enroil.* 
*When qualified and motivated Students .enter, .college but ^ail to 
progress, the true objective of access is not being, fulfilled.- . 

To date. New Jersey educational planne'rs and admifnistratbrs 
at both the state and institutional. levels have guessed at the 
extent to v^ich transfer students succeed academically af t6'r - 
receiving the associate- degree. jThe preterit -s^tidy , was undei^^aken 
to fill some of the gaps ' in oCir knowledge aaout" their achievement. 



B. - Definitions .... , \ \' 

The following definitions, used l!hroughout the report, are 
presented to assist the reader: > ' ^ - ' ■ - 

• Transfer Students . Students moving from a two-year 'to 
a four-year college within New Jersey. - . - ^ 

Trans f er Graduates . nA transfer student -who has earned 
an associate degree (AAr AS, or l^^-at-^a-^twos-vea r ' 
' college prior to transferring.'' .. ' 



fferidinq College . Thfe two-year college 'in which the • 
transfer student undertook the first two yeeurs of study 
toward the bacccdaureate. ' ' - ,- 



. Spepif ic initiatives have been \ taken to i'glolate the problems , 
^ associated with the tr^sfer of coxarses and c^dits iA "the 
fields of nursing, business, and the indvistrial 'and -engineering 
^technologies., , ' ' - > • " • ~ 



Receiving Col^lege ; The four-year ^olleg6 or university 
, m 'Which the transfer student is completing the bacca-* 
^ laureate* - * ^ ' ^ ■ . , 

r Native Juniors * Students^ in their Junior year who 
■J^j Y b^ga^ their studies* as freshmen at the^.s^uner foUr-year, 
' A institution. . ^ * 



) 



II • METHODOLOGY . t 

The tikit of focus in the ' study was the graduate of a' New 
' Jersey two-yesu: college who enrolled in a New Jersey senior 

college as a full-time • junior in the Pali of 1974. Of the 2^743 
'^students who fit the definition statewide^ some transfer data 

Were provided for 1^523 (56%) students. 

^ Procedures for collecting data were, developed in consultation 
With a statewide Interinstitutional Research- Committee on Transfe^' 
Student Achievement, ^^ew Jersey public and independent senior ' 
\ colleges were asked to^ provide information identifying the two- 

• ye.ar college students who transferred to their institutions in Pall 
1974*. A' listing of students and their ^four-year college academic 
majors .was sent early in 1976 to the two-yearf college liaison t 
representatives whor in 'turn, provided ther1)epartment of Higher 
Education with sending college grade point average data fp^. each 
.student.' Concurrently the receiving colleges advised the ^ ' 
Department concerning transfer student acdxievement In thdir -in&ti-, 

* tutions as of the spring semasterr 1975.** All stu^tsnt records^were 
^ keypunched^ a master computer file created by the kew Jersey 

JBducatibnal Computer Network r and reports generated* * 

nAs you will note,^ analysed in the ^report \kre based on few^r 
•than 1^523 students r since. transfer data from both the sending -and 
.receiving college were not provided foa; each student. -.(See 
Appendix A.) * ' * . . • . . ' . 

• ^ \ " ' -^'^^ • * • ^ ^ - / 

Before proceeding to a discussion of findings, several : 
limitations should be notedr \ ^ ' * - * ^ 

' * * 
, * — Because pf missing data eiements and norf^paf tici- 
pation by several ^stitutions, inforiSktion - attput 




^See Appendix A for information about *pkrticip4€ing institutd-ons 
and a discussion of the study sample. . , * 

' > - * ' . r ■ • . 

."^An opinion/ of the New Jersey Attorney Gefteral indicated that " 
the data-sharing procedure would not violate the intent of the 
Family Educational Rights' and Privacy Law (The "Buckley>*^ 

, Amendment") .* 'i' - \ ' 



. specific institutions has' been excluded from^is- " 
report. with the 6xcej?tion' of th'e c'ases iA whiqh 
no student data, were obtaine'd -from institutions- — 
>' that elected not to. participate, mis sing -ifecords' - 
app'ear to have occurred At 'rjandom J ' .; - 

— Although it h^4 b(S^n possible, to CGn^jiite the grade 

^ point '^averages of n&tive juniors -"from data supplied 
by the colleges,^ other descriptors of native juniors> 
such as averages of credits "attempted and cr'fedits' 

. eatrned, wete not available. 

Grade point averages, .ufeed as the ptincipa'l- measure 
■ .^of student achievement in- the- study, have- been- . • 
: ro\^ded to one decimal place in oJder to discourage 
. con^clusions that, exceed the capaqity of the data. 

— Cautions should be exercised A the* use of grade ^ 
point average data in the study sihc6 trends -toward 

^ • grade ihflatibn cast- doubt upon the GPA as a valid 
. ' 'raeasj^fe-- of -attainment. ■ ° - . -.' 



III. FINDINGS 



' « - The -academic performance . of transfer graduates was evaluated 
» in several ways: .m- . ' 



4 -H •' .(10: By comparing grade point averages of tran*sfer 
• Students at their sending colleges' with GPA's 
at their receiving- colleges; 



(2) 
(3) 



By. comparing the grade point averages of. transfer' 
jmiors with* the same data for, native -juniors r 

By detemihing the-^ercentage of transfer graduates 
eamincr aboVp a "C*' average (2.0) in their junior 
• year,* ,and " ■ . . - 

w (4) 3y cpn^aring ^4 number -bf credits attempted with 

- the number eariied; "in Spr4ng ^1975'v 



;Jata comparing each institution with the average for its sector 
have^^been^^shared with the individual colleges. - > ' 



A. -\(SBh*s Before .and Af tier Transfer , • 



■■ X.. 



A_* comparison of ,a transfer atudentf^* junior ^ear GPA-with, 
-^the SPA e.amed at the seitding college may reVfeal the extfeiit. to' : 
■'Which suoessf^l transition has 6ccurred. .In their revi'ew of 

the ^transfer research, literatxirs/. Ho 1ms tfom and. Bisconti (1973)* 
, nioted ar predominant theme, > "transfer shock, w)iich. suggests 
that, initially, .two-year pollegie transfer students do experi-^' • 
ence some difficulty in thfe transition,, exhibited by -a slight 

• • <3rop^_<^A during the first s^ester in* the upper division; 
- 'HolinpErom and Bisconti" also noted that the phenomenon has been 

challenged, by researchers who. suggest that th6 "shock*' 
. phenomenon -may be more appropriately related- .to. variations in 
«|l "grading practices among different institutions, irrespective of ' * 

• • "t^pe (j,xanior or. senior, two-year or four-year.') 

• '\ \.. • " • 

The- results of the preset study, show that two-yeai college 
graduates, earned an average' (SPAt/of 2.8 at the two-year colleges 
(Table I).. The Same, students eiarned ah average GPA of 2.9 for 
.their junior year, which suggests that the academic '.performance . 
- of two-year college /transfer graduates equals. or slightly" ' 
exceeds their performance at yke two-year. colleges. Furtflermore, 
the data in the .aggregat;e - d6 not reveal evidence of "shock"' 
since transfer students, on the average, maintained the same GPA 
' (2 ..8) in their first semester of transfer as at the sending - > 
college. ^ -4 

The data may lend soi/e credence to the' notion th^t di^Efererices 
in grading standards may explain the^ e^steiice -of >" transfer shock", 
where it occurs,, since students from half of the sending colletges 
do show -a decrease in GPA upon transfer (i.e., " shock") v while 
^students from the other half show increases. - - ' 



Table , I 



.CPA'S OF TWO-YEAR COLLEGE TRANSFER GRADUATES 
AT BOTH SEHDING AND RECEIVING COLLEGES . 

__ (n « 618) 



Transfer 
Stud&it GPA 
at Two-Yecu: 
(Sending) 
College 
(1) 


Transfer Student. GPIT ^ 
Junior, Year , at Receivincr Colleae 


Index 
of 
"Shodc" 

(l)-(2) 


First 
Semester 
GPA 
(2) .' 


. Second 
Semester 

GPA 

(3) 


Junior Yr. 
Average 
GPA 

^ (4) 




2.8 


3.0 


2.9 





^Holmstrom, E. I. and Bisoonti, A.S. Transfers from -Junior to Senior 
Colleges,'. Washington, D.C: American , Council on Education, 1974. 
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-. ( . . . . ■ . . 

B, . GP A's of Native and Tr ansf er ' Jun-inrg . . 

. ysing, Spring semester grades as a measure', transfer "graduates 
performed slxg^itly better acadei^dcally than native Students. ' The 
;SfiSL^5Jl^J®''wS^ of native juniors was, 2.9 while- the foniparabl^ 
average for trarfefer 'jjanxors was 3.0 (Table II) » ' ^ 

- . • , . ■ 



Table II ■ 



SECdND SEMESTER GPA FOR TRANSFER AND 



Receiving Sector 


■ Native Juniors-, • 
'GPA . N 


• Transfer 
. GPA 


Junior^ 
N 


?iabllc Colleges 
Ihd^endent . Colleges 


• -2.9 
2.8' 


.. 5,670 
2,974 


■ 3.0 
,2.9 


•494 
73 




2.9 


, 8,644 - 


I' *■ "?'.P. 

1 <• ' — '-^ * 


567 • 



: - -When the Cumulative GPAs (CGPA) as "'orth&^:taipidE±?m7of the 
junior y^ar are compared, -a similar result ,pbt^^s: Transfer 
graduates p^erform on a par with native" juniors '(Table III) , although 
individual differences exist among colleges. • •. . , - ;\ • 

' • ' , . ' '. - ' 

/ ' ■ ' . . ' Table II f , ' ■: ' 

' THREE-YEAR; 'CUMULATIVE GiPA FOI^ TRANSFERS- AND NATIVE JUNIORS 

^ . _ , _ \ * 

Receiving Sectoi ' ' ^"^h?""^ ' - ^ -^Transfer Junior^^^,, 

• - . .__ ■ ' CGPA \ . » , . ■ ■ CGP.A V N 





/ Public Cc4.1eges ' -21 > 7,604 2.fl .79? 

^,1 ' 'Independent Colleges '2.8 4,022 - ° 2.8- 77 

•••-/■* . ' • ■ - ' - '' ■ ^ 

■ total' ' i.8 . 11,626 2.8 876, 

J *Firsti two. years of CGPA computed usingTtlie sending GPA"'as a^ proxy value. 

_2 „ _ J [ 

ramsfer Students EarninaGPA 2j0 op Better . ' 



C» Transfer Students Earning GPA 2.0 oy Better 

^ Another useful measure- of *the academic success pf^ transfer grad*^ 

. \ ' • uates, is the percentage, of students yarning above a rC** average at . 
( the conclusion of 'their .junidr year. (A GPA of 2.0^s considered 
^. , - iux a^cpeptable average and typically is a minimum requirement for . 
V'^,,.,^.....-^^^^ /See Table' IV on^a^e' • . 



o- .... ^ 10 , ... 
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TABLE IV 



DISTRIBUTION OF-JUNlOR YEAR GRADE POINT AVERAC 
FOR TWO-YEAR CO^JLEGE GRADUATES, At TJiiLJRECEIVING' CdLLEGES'' 



Percentage of Students with Cvunulatiye GPA: 
-) . (N = 868> ' 

Less than ,2.0 . 



2^.0 



2.9 



3.0 - 4.0 



11% 



48%^ 



41%' 



♦Comparable data not available fgr native students. ^ 

The data show that 89% of transfer graduate^ had earned a "C" 
'average or better (2*0 or higher) durihg their first year in the 
senior institutions . \ . i 

V - ^ » 

The study also suppor,ts conclusively the notion that studer 
who perform better in the. two-year colleges tend "to perform 
better in the^ four-year c:olifeg;is to which they transfer. For 
example, ^3% of the students graduating with a GPA between, 2. 
and 2.4 from the two-year college earned an average greateirj ' 
2*0 in the receiving t:olleges^ whi3.e 98% of graduates with 
seAding GPA between. 3.^X^^'J^,^Q^J^^r^^ (Tabl^r^V) • These dkta 
suggest that students' plahning to trafhsfisr may be sible to^ enhance 
their chances of completing &e junior year by diligent Attention 
to theia; studies a* the' two-^year colleges. , j/ ^ 



Table V 



RELATIONSHIP-^ETJ^EIf^'EffiiCTIVING COLLE^ GPa' 
(JUNIOR YEAR) AND SENDING COLLEGT^^GPA 



r 



' ' • J. 

GPA at 
Sending Collegie 


' (N) . 


Percenta'ge/of Transfer Graduates at - 
the Recei\^g Coll-ege* Earning GPA-of : 


Zyff or 
4?reater ' . ' 


. - - 3^0 of * - 
greater^' ' 


2.0 - 2.4 

^ . 4^2.5 - 2.9 \ 
3.b - 3.4 
' 3.5 - 4.iJ- 


( ^212) 
( 256) 
( 198)/ 

( . 9J) 
(N=7^) 


/ 83% • ' 
/ 91% 
96% 
98% 

• 

4 


• •* " - f ■ 

. 19% • ' ' • 
31% 

61% * ' . 
89% ■ 



*CompSarable dat^ npt ^ivailable for ^ative' students. 



C. . Credits AtttQfnpted vs., Credits Earned 



\ The relationship between the nxunber of credits attempted 
: , in a given 'semester and the nrunber e.amfed may be' Viewed as an 

indicartor of transfer student success in that a /minimal loss of 

credits implies a high rate of completion of attempted course 
^ w.orlc^ Table VI shows th^t transfers* lost an average of about 

half of a credit (•,4) while pursuing their 'secdnd semester in. 

Spring 1975. - . / 

Tdble VI . ' • ■ 

/ . ■ '■ ' 

/ CREDITS ATTEMPTED VS. CREDITS EARNED IN SPRING 1975 • 



BY 


Average 
Credits ' 
Attiempted 


- Average 
"Credits 
Earned. 


Credit , 
Difference 

(J 


N 


Serid4ng • Sector 

Public TworYear 
, Independent Two-Year* 


15.4' 

0 


15.0 , 


* 

-.4 


564^ 


^ " TOTAL • 


15.4 


15.0 


-.4 


569 


^ * • . " 
Receiving Sector 
Public Four-Year 
Independent Fours-Year. 


15.4 
15.2 


15.0 
' 14.7 ■ 


, ,-.4. 
-.5 


496 
73 


TOTAL , . . 


15.4 


15.0 - 


-.4 


569 



*'Ns too low for Separate -analysis. v 

• • ' 'aw : j. . • ^' , 

While course .failures by some transfer, student^: may explain" 
the- loss credits; it i s alsej possible that some students' 

grade fries wer^ -nqt up. to date at the . t^pie the study' data Were' 
col'lected. In the latter case., .the effect on the aveftage number 
of credits earned .would be the san<ie.as failing- •a course. 
It, is impossib.1^ to 'determine hoW- much of the credit, loss is 

. due to course failure jmd'Kow much to clerical lag, * I-t d s clear, 
however, that/ two-year 'college Vaduates satisfactorily conraleted ^ 
virtually all cqur&e wqrk during the second semester of their 
3^^°|^ear. Although no data on^ semester 'credits ^attempted 

-and^e-aXfted by native. students were available, 'informal discussion with 
cpllega administrators indicates that native studehtS "do not differ 
substahtially from transfers in this regard. • ' - • - - . 

, " . vr ■ ' ' ■ .• 

Without ^oir^jarable data, on native juniors, a conparison of 
^ credits attempted , with cre'dits earned by transfer graduates is ^ s 

not a kay measure .of academic success. However, in conjunction • 
. with otjier indicators,-. the- small number of credits lost confirms" 
^e^picturei of community -bollege transfer student success at 'the " ' - 
senior, in's tit utions. ' . * ' ' ..... - - , 
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IV. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY.- ; 

. * • * 

A. Conclusion ♦ . 

' The findings of this study, lead to the general conclusion 
'that the two-year college appears to be an effective pathway to 
the upper .division for New Jersey two-year college graduates who 
choose to pursue the baccalaureate. In a subsequent phase ^ of 
the study^. the extent to which students persist to^graduation - 
will be determined.^ Furthermore r -insjofar as satisfactory trans- 
fer student achievement in the .upper division the senior 
institutions can be Viewed as a measure of access, to post- 
secondary education,^ it , appears that on^ of the ainis of the Ne^ 
Jersey Master Plan (Phase II) —that the community colleges ./ 
serve as an open door'iio hi^er education in New Jersey— is 
being s6rved. ^' \ 

B. Recommendatisns for Foirther Study 

, It is not ^mcommon that studies such as ^this raise more 
questions thaA the^ answer. Aniong the noteworthy issues for 
further investigation are- the^jEollowing: ^ . 

> • . * ' » ' 1 

" , 1. What aa:e. the" attrition/completion rates of ' * 
transfer graduates in the four-year colleges? 

It is recbnnnended that . the Department 
, - of Higher Education, in conjun-ction * • 
with the Interinstitutional Advisory 
Committee on Translfer Student Achievement, 
contintie to refine the transfer d?itA base * 
in order to obtain reliable attrition/ .rj' 
completion data for transfer students at '. 
' the senior institutions; 

2« /How does the academic performance of transfer' 
students vary by their -program of study at the 
two-year college? ' ... 

..." ' 

While it is knpwn that , there is varicdaility 
in achievem^t amojjxg transfer #ra4tiates from > 
different connaunilr^ cOfill^ges, the- extent to; -^^ 
, which gradi»|e& of Tiif fere 
curyitoula^aify' in academic performance could , 
not ^ determined in the present 'Study. 



Therefore r the .transfer achievement data > base 
^Should' be ire fined and examined- further to 
isolate the* two-year college , curricula • from , 
which, sti^i^ts loose credit or show decidecay 
inferior acsTdemic perf Qi^naiice . 



How can a statewide data-sharing. s:fstem be made 
more, useful and manageable? ^ . 

. ^ ' X. 

/ It IS recommert'ded that a high ari<Drityrbe 
. given to revamping the ..original data-sharing 
system^ to the 'end rthal; it provide useful 

^ infomation-^n. a timely way.' At the very' 
least, this w6uld requirp ^ rethinking' about 
yhich data will serve the needs of the 
institutions and .the Department of srgher' 

• Education, sand a reappraisal of ^ the be^ Vay 
to obtain reliable information. ; ' ^" 
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♦ ip . ' • APPENDIX A . 

• A. Institutions Palrt^jLcipating in the S±udv • 

Whexeas each institution notedfin Table A (p. 14) participated 
'. some »extent^in tlie>,^tudy, many 'did nqt provide all the ^critical ^ ? 

• information pertaining to each, transfer student ti\at was needed to 
generate reports (elg;, GPA in spring semester 19.75, full-time/part- 

. time status,, seeding college - (SPAk., and the like)*.* . 

The statistical analyses performed 'req^ired either? 1) more. 
%than', one piece of informatiph for each student ' at the same point in * 
.time, 2) different- pieces of- information oh the same^ students' at 
different points in'. time, or 3) the- same pieceS of iA formation 
,^ on two different groups of students at the s^e time (and at the' ' ' . 
^f"! ^^■'■^.SS^*.^ satisfying these requirements, the number; of ^ 

studeij^atrS' r<^Q-rds available for "the analyses was reduced'*^ ■ ' 

considf^biy from the original pool^of ovexn,56o. As' a' re'slalt, « 
^ tables ^eseiited in the tekf include data- from some institution^--? ' ^ 

* - and exclude data from o/thers/** ■' ^^^-^ 

- * 4?^^= will i^ome apparent to the reader as he/she jferuSes the 
^ text and notes ^at the Ns qi} which table -findings are based vary 
fro.m table to ta^le: As described above, thi^s is 'due in the ' . ' . ' 
main to the exclusion of s6me;. institutions, depending m "data ptfb- " 

' ""t?®*^* , /or example,. Table . I based on the 618 students fox which 
all needed data were pro^ideet by-- both .sending and receiving, 
colleges, Table II, on; the 6%her hand, ' retiea* on compari^onS^f ' --J» 
native juniors with trans^fer ? juniors ; at .the same colleges. As ' 
such, there were^567 transfer students for' whom \/e received both 

* their spring 19 75^- GPA data -an^ information from" their coileges~on . ' 
- the CPA's of native juniors . In. sum,, the 'more w^ys we aggregate 

student records where information is not^ ibskplete for all .students, 
;the fewer students fill all designated' criteria, ' . J ., ' " • 

B.- - Representativeness of the Findings ' ' , . ' : 

. The small 'Ns reported in the tables raise' the qu^sitiori of 

the representativeness (and hence,; the validity) of the study. The -'. 
' t^xt of this report notes that 2, 743 students actually txansf erred 

., ^Within New Jersey ..fjTom a two-year_ :to a four-year college in Fall 
1974, enrolling full tirn^.- Of the. 27743, 'we received records on' 
1,523 students. Data in many of the tables in this repprt are based 
-on subr:sets, of the 1,523, ranging^^ size from ^6 00 to ?do students. 

* ' * . ' ' • ' 

1 orde.r ..to investigate the possibility" of bias "in /the groups ■' 

• studied, we performed, a x analysis on 'the 'distxibutioh W one • ' 
' 'vaxi^le the split between AA/AS recipients and AAS r^^ipients. * 

Both the 1,523,' and to a.'greater extent the 618 (.the N i#Table I), 

• appear to -be biased ( signifi can't ^at' the .,05- level", in bot^ cases) > 
m favor of the-.AAS graduate.-' That is, while only 9% of ♦ 

> The reader i-S" directed to Tab.le B ^ (p. • 15) , for 'a listiingji by table, 
. of ^parliic'ipating institutions . ' ; • ^ 

\. ■■■■■ • ■ • ■ • 
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> Appendix A 



■ .■■■'■] • , ••■ . 

* transfer graduates- enrolling full-time were IVAS recipients, 11%" of 
our entire study group had received .the AAS degree, a^ h^ad 21% of 
the students whose records were, used for the., an_^lYsis sjiown in 



Table I on page 6 of this report. 






100% 
(N) 


* * 1*1 

% Distribution? 


AA/AS 


. AAS 


Total Traias fer * Graduates 
SQin6 .records reptirted- 
' Table I records* 


2W43 
1,523 

618 \ ■ 


91% 
89% 

■79% 


, 1% ■- 

; . 11%. . 
. 21% 



- Further analysis revealed t^at^ the AAS. recipient^ .had earned 
a GPA of 0 •In points lower than the AA/AS recipients. , Therefqre, / 
in, the aggregate', the CPAs reported for transfer gr actuates iri this 
study may have^ underestimated* the actual GPA performance of the 
2,743 students. 
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Appendi^ A 



Table A ■ ' • ■ 

. .Participants in the Transf ef , Student A^chi'evement Study 

, - 1974 --1975 . ' 



\ c 

\ 



:1 



^RECEIVING COLLEGES * 



SENDING COLLEGES ' 



Pijblic Institutions ; \ . ^ 

Glassboro Stat^ College 

' Jersey Ci^y State College 
Kean College- of New Jersey 

. Mohtciair State College . 
RamapQ College of New Jersey \ 
Richard St^ocktbn State College 
Trenton State^ College * * ^ ..^ 
Vim. Paterson College '''of Nevj^j^sey 

. Rutgers , the- 5 tate/Univer&i ty' 



independent Institutions : 

College of St. Ellfzabeth . * 
" Drew university 
PairjLeigh Dickinson University 
Felici.an College 
Georgian ]Pourft College 
Moriitiouth' College 
; Princeton* University 
St. 'Peter's Cdilege 
Stevens Inst* of Technology ^ 



Public Ins titutions: 

^ 'Atlantic Coinmunj.ty College 
Bergen Coinmuivity College - 
Brookdale^Commuriilgf College ' 
^ ^Burlington jiojantY College 
/^^Camden Couhty 'College / 
* ' Cum berland County College 




ft 



Upsala. Co liege 



Essex County College 
_ Gloucester County- Cdlleae 
T5er^V~Cpunty ' C^^t^^^ 
Middlesex County College . ' 
Cox:\]^ty College Uprris *^ . ^ f 
' Ocean County Co llegip'^'^ - *' ♦ }: 
Pas'^aijo County Commmity Cblle^' 
SSiem^Cbitoiunity, College 
Somerset Cotinty College ' ^ 
'Union College - , ^ , v 

uriioii \Count^'' Technical Institute 



IndependeAtt^Insfcitutions : 

Asstomption College 
Centenary College , • 
Edward Williams College. 
Luther College of the Bible* 

► ' ^ . 'r. 
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TABLE B. 



Appendix 



Jext Table No. 



Text Table No. 



SENDING COLLEGES 



II 



III 



IV 



V 



VI 



RECEIVING COLLEGES 



II 



III IV 



V VI 



Piiblic Instt J. 
Atlantic 
Bergen, 
Brookdale 
Burlington 
Camden ' 
Cumberland 
Essex / 
Gloucester 
Mercer ' « . . * 
"^^Middlesex ^ ^ 
Morris 

Passaic . * 
Salem 
Sonjerset- 
Union- , 
U.C.TVI. , - 

Indep% Ihst>: * 
Assumption . 
Centenary * 
Edward. William? 

. Lutiier • ' 



1 

X 

2 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

1 

•X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

1 



in 

•a 

H 



'1 
X 
X 
X 
X 

. X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 



o 



X 
X 

1 

3' 

e 

X 
X 

I 



1 

X 
X 

•X 

x^ 

X 
X 



x_ 

X 

X 

1 

X 
X 
X 

1 



Public Inst! 
Glassboro 
Jersey City 
Kean 

MOntclair^ J , 
, Ramapo 

Stockton 

Trentdn 

Wm. Pater son 

N.J.I.T.. 
"•^Rutgers 

Indep> Inst: 

Col. of St. Eliz, 
. Bjjrew 
PDU 

Felician ' 
^Georgian, fcourt 
Monjnouth | 
Princeton 
St. Peter !>s 

Stevens . 

• * , ' ^ , • 

Upsala 



X 
X 
X 
X 

1 

X 

,1 

X 

i 



X 
X 

x' 

4 

4 

X 

4. 

4 



X 
X 

^ 

4 



X 
X 
X 
X 

1 
1 



X 
X 
X 
X 

1 
1 

X 
X 



X 
X 

It 

1 

4 

X 

1 

3 

\' 
1 

X 



X 
X 

4 

X 
X 

4 
4 

4^ 

3t-^ 



X 
X 

X. . 
X 

x 
4 
4 
4 

X 



X 
X 
X 

1 

■k 

i 

h 

'\ 

\ 



X 
X 
X 
X 

1 
1 

X 

i 

X 

1 



X 
■X 
X 

1 

X 

1- 
1 
1 
i 



) 
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"x"^ appea^ring on ^e liae next to each college and in the coiuK&i .under 
each Table number Itxidic a fees that data from that ins titution^wfere- used 
in the an^alysis- for that Tablg^. ^ f - •"""^ 

Footnotes? * See page 16 for an explanation of each of the footnotes '> 
(1 through 5) shdwn. in ttxe abpve Table, •jg 
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TABLE B 
(FOOTNOTES) 



One oj: more of the data elements required, 
for- this_ table were- hot provided. 



Brookdale's grading system is not coitparabld ^l'^ 
with that of other Community Colleges. • " , 

N's too low for inclusion in study. 

Conparable data were not available f^ 
"nati.ve juniors " • , 

Tables II and III were based on information ' 
supplied, by the senior colleges; thus, data 
from two-year (sending) colleges hot required 
tor these tables; ^ ^ 
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